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The issue of student participation in Higher Education (HE) governance has become an important 
topic for higher education policies around the world. ESU is considered as the European 
organization which brings together the students union from all over the Europe.  
This research aims to investigate the reasons of non- participation of Greek student 
organizations in the European Students’ Union (ESU). It aims to describe the current situation 
of participation on the national and European level, to present the efforts that have been done 
by various stakeholders to engage Greek student organizations with the idea of ESU and to 
analyze the challenges faced as well as the consequences.  
The thesis was constructed as a case study, using both semi-structured interviews with experts 
and the analysis of documents including laws, national reports and declarations. 
The result of this research is that Greek student organizations are political oriented and they 
are not willing to collaborate with each other due to their different ideologies. This is the 
cause for the absence of a Nation Union of Students in Greece, a fact that precludes 
participation in ESU. Moreover, the reaction of Greek student organizations to European 
initiatives also don’t allow them to participate in ESU, as they fiercely oppose most forms of 
direct involvement in for example the Bologna Process.  
Finally, the thesis suggests further research on the topic of student activism and on the topic 
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A lot has been written about student participation in the governing of educational institutions. 
Astin (1984) wrote about the developmental theory of Student Involvement in Higher 
Education, Altbach(1989,2014) developed the perspectives of student political activism and 
the role of students and Klemenčič has made important research about the role of students in 
Europe (2014, 2012, 2011).  Student participation refers to many aspects of student 
involvement: participation of students in councils, student parliaments, their involvement in 
decision-making, their active participation in the classroom and other aspects that define the 
concept of student participation. In my thesis, I will focus on student participation in Higher 
Education (HE) governance and in HE policy making. 
The importance of student participation in HE can be understood by various researches and by 
the roles that students have in the area of HE. Even though a lot has been written, the issue is 
still under research and many questions still need to be answered. Various studies have shown 
that indeed, there are benefits from students’ involvement in the running of the university 
because students find it easier to accept decisions made by their representatives rather than 
feel like outsiders (Obondo, 2000). They are more likely to understand policies and to accept 
changes when their peers are part of the decision making process. Also students’ involvement 
in higher education government facilitates their introduction to democratic ideals and 
practices (McGrath, 1970).  
This study aims to answer questions regarding student participation in an EU level higher 
education stakeholder organization, specifically in the European Students’ Union (ESU). The 
specific focus will be on a member country of the European Union (EU) with a long history in 
student participation on a national level but that experiences challenges in the participation on 
the European level: Greece.  
While students in Greek universities seem to be active in various ways on the department and 
school level, they do not participate in ESU which is the European organization for students 
from all around Europe. In this thesis, I will try to find out and explain why this phenomenon 





This thesis is divided into four parts.  In the first part the background and the rationale of the 
research will be presented. In this part, I will also present the research questions and the goal 
of the thesis. Also, I will describe in brief the methodology that was used to address the 
research questions. A literature review related to student participation and to HE governance 
will be presented in the second part in order to create the conceptual framework. In the third 
part, the concept of student participation on the national and European level will be discussed 
together with the structure of the HE system in Greece and its HE governance. In the next 
chapter, the methodology used in this study will be outlined. Here, I will describe the research 
design and the argument for the selection of the case. Also I will discuss questions related to 
the reliability and validity, as well as ethical issues and the limitations of this study.  
In the final part, the results will be presented based on the research questions. Furthermore, 
the findings will be discussed and in the conclusion, they will be summarized and ideas for 
further research will be presented.  
 
1.2 Background and Rationale 
The issue of student participation on the European level is highly complex and still under 
research.  It’s not surprising that there is no extensive literature regarding the issue of student 
involvement, student representation and student activism on the European level (Minksová 
and Pabian, 2011).   
The rationale behind the topic of my thesis is found in the observation that even though Greek 
student organizations are active on an institutional level, Greek students lack representation 
on the European level.  Greece is the only country in the European Union (EU) that does not 
participate in the only representative body of European students, the European Students’ 
Union. 
ESU is a European organization where National Unions of Students (NUSes) come together. 
Nowadays 47 national unions from 39 countries participate in ESU, which works actively on 
policies linked to the Bologna Process and strengthens student participation (Klemenčič, 
2012a, b, c).  ESU is the voice of students in Europe and is a key stakeholder in the European 
Higher Education Area. 
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One can argue that the absence of a Greek union in ESU may be due to a general feeling 
against European initiatives for which one can find many examples in the Greek media during 
the last years. A current example which can be mentioned includes the student protest, in 
2013, against HE reforms. During the protests Greek students burned the flag of the European 
Union (My Campus, 2013). Student protests are a regular phenomenon in the Greek Higher 
Education Area. Greek students have protested against private universities, tuition fees, 
budget cuts and new reforms. It was not later than 2009 when Greek students protested 
against HE reforms on a national level but on the whole the unrest has gathered against the 
Bologna Process (BP) and its reforms. The sentiment against the BP and its reforms is coming 
not only from students, but also from academics and stakeholders. 
 
«The implementation of the law, concerning the quality of studies and the connection between 
qualifications and employment, is considered a risk». (Makridis, Stavrinadis, 2007).  
 
In 2004, the government adopted measures and interventions within the EU, but failed to 
convince and implement them. Academics and students are considered to have contributed 
decisively to the situation. The students protested against national issues regarding higher 
education and also against the ECTS. (Makridis, Stavrinadis, 2007). 
The Bologna initiatives created contradictory opinions about their implementation. On the one 
hand, they were connected to the end of public education and the downgrade of national 
diplomas. 
 
«The degree doesn’t have value anymore. ECTSs value more than this» (Kontra, 2010).  
 
«Restructuring higher education moves exactly to the same direction as the overall 
restructuring undertaken at the level of work within the requirements of the EU. It comes to 
destroy the notion of public and free university as we know it today» (PAS-EAAK, 2011). 
 
On the other hand, there were voices that support reforms and EU organizations, as ESU: 
 
«It’s sad that Greece is the only country that doesn’t participate in ESU» Mr. Kuriakakis 




As we can see from the above quotes published in Greek newspapers, blogs or official 
websites, there are diverse views in Greece regarding the role of Europe in HE. The views 
come from different sides and most of them are critical towards Europe. After protests against 
ECTS one can expect a critical distance against Bologna and a distance to organizations that 
are connected to it, as ESU.  
 
This study focuses on the reasons why students studying at Greek Higher Education 
Institutions are not represented in ESU, what are the consequences of that and what efforts 
have been made by both sides, the Greek side and ESU, in order to change this situation. For 
this thesis, I will use concepts of students’ participation as well as HE governance and student 
political activism to address student representation in Greece and its missing link to Europe.  
 
1.3 Research Problem and Research Questions 
In order to write a thesis in a specific time and space, it was necessary to limit myself. The 
perspective of this work will therefore lie with the student participation in ESU as the main 
formal organization on the European level and with the question why there is no Greek 
member organization.  
Greece is the only country in the EU that does not participate in ESU. This seems to be 
strange if one considers that Greece is a member of the Bologna Process that actually 
promotes the participation of students in HE governance (Klemenčič, 2011a). Moreover, the 
fact that other Mediterranean countries participate in ESU, makes the case of Greece even 
more interesting especially if we consider the case of Cyprus that follows approximately the 
same HE structure like Greece and whose student organization is a member of ESU. One may 
think that the obvious reason that students do not participate in ESU is the absence of a 
National Union of Students in Greece. Indeed that is a fact that one cannot ignore but then one 
can see the example of other countries that had similar problems and managed to overcome it 
and now participate in ESU having created new forms of unions to be accepted to ESU. One 
example for this is Portugal which did this several years ago.   
Through this research I am expecting to find out what the reasons are behind the absence of a 
NUS and what the consequences of Greek non-participation in ESU are. Has the Greek 
government or the Ministry of Education tried to inspire Greek student organizations with the 
6 
 
idea of ESU? If yes, what were the results? If not, why? Is the absence of a NUS in Greece 
the only reason? What is the role of the ESU in this?  
  
 My general research problem is therefore as follows: 
Why do Greek national student organizations not participate in ESU?  
Following this problem statement, this study strives to answer the following research 
questions: 
1. What is the situation of student participation in the Greek HE area regarding both 
the national and the European level? 
2. To what extent did the Greek government, national HE stakeholders and ESU try 
to engage students in Greece with the idea of ESU? 
3. What challenges did stakeholders in the Greek HE sector and ESU face trying to 
engage Greek student organizations with the concept of participation in ESU and 
what are their proposals in order to successfully overcome them?  
 
Answering the first question, I will try to describe the current situation regarding student 
participation on both the national and European level and see to what extend students do 
participate in both contexts. Students’ participation on national level would make understand 
if the problem of non-participation is focused only on European level or on national level as 
well. By answering the second question, I will focus on the efforts from both sides (Greek 
side and ESU) to motivate Greek students with the idea of participation in the organization.  
As the Greek educational system remains centralized, it still keeps its considerable aggregate 
characteristics: the Ministry of Education is the center of decision making as well as shaping 
education policy. Also, the majority of educational institutions in Greece (and Greek schools 
abroad) are supervised by the Ministry (OECD, 2011). Therefore, it is necessary to see its 
responsibilities. In this study, I will focus on responsibilities regarding the efforts to engage 
Greek students with the idea of ESU.  
The third question will address practical issues concerning the efforts by both sides and I will 
try to see if and why Greek HE stakeholders tried or didn’t try to involve Greek student 
organization in the European governance of HE and what were the results. This last question 
will lead me to the final part of this study. The experiences of the people that are going to 
share their views in this study and the conclusions made by the literature review will bring 
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about new ideas and possible solutions to the issue of non-participation by Greek student 
organizations on the European level.  
 
1.4 Methodology 
Even though the methodological considerations are presented in detail in a separate part of the 
thesis, an introduction to the methodological approach is provided here. This study is carried 
out in the context of a qualitative research strategy by stressing the relevance of the stated 
research problem rather than a clear hypothesis to be tested. This research focuses on a single 
case study design as the main framework for data collection. The case is the country of 
Greece or better, the Greek student organizations. Data collection was facilitated through 
qualitative interviewing of former members of the Ministry of Education in Greece, a former 
dean of a Greek university, a Greek student who participates in ESU as a member from a 
foreign institution and former members of ESU. Apart from these primary sources of data 
collection, some secondary data was collected through the process of analysis of policy 
documents and reports. The general model that I will follow to answer my research question 
can be described as following: 
 
Figure 1:The thesis' model  
   Research Question  Interviews 
 
      







2 Conceptual Framework 
 
In this chapter I will provide a literature review in order to create the conceptual framework 
needed to analyze the data. First, I will describe different models of HE governance 
emphasizing the role of students. This will help me to understand the model proposed by the 
EHEA countries and the model followed by Greece.  
The role of students is considered necessary in the field of higher education. Through the 
description of the models and the role of students, I will try to understand what the real role of 
students is and how important it seems to be among the different models. Secondly, I will 
describe student participation in more detail. I will focus on student participation in HE 
governance and students’ participation through elections, factions and of course I will analyze 
their role in decision making. Particular reference will be given to the concept of political 
activism. 
Students around the world are organized in associations which serve different purposes. 
Usually, the purpose is to promote the needs of students through lobbying (Altbach, 1989). 
Sometimes these groups are affected by the political line followed by political parties and act 
according to this line. In Greece this is a common phenomenon and parties have created 
several smaller and larger groups at each university, which promote specific interests in 
accordance with the political line of the party concerned (Nanouris, 2009). Although small 
groups of students exist at Greek universities, there is a lack of a single student union on the 
national level. Below I will try to describe how a student group affects student participation in 
the governance of the university, which entails changes in the role of students and vice versa. 
Then, I will analyze the role of students at the European level and the model that has been 










2.1 Higher Education Governance 
The concept of Higher Education Governance (HEG) is rather complex. Klemenčič (2012d) 
refers to HE governance as a fundamental value of tertiary education. Higher education 
governance is considered to be a multilevel system with many actors such as students, 
academics, governments etc.  The governance of higher education can be observed on an 
institutional, regional, national and supranational level and the actors who are involved are 
different according to the level that one focuses on. A key characteristic of HEG is the 
leadership and decision making process that is different on each level (Bleiklie & Kogan, 
2007). Referring to HEG, I aim to examine who is responsible and who is involved in these 
processes and the relationships among the actors. As there are various actors involved in 
university governance, one can understand that the main challenge is to find the balance 
among their differing needs (Bergan, 2003). 
Different representative bodies are part of what we call Higher Education Governance: 
Rectors, Councils, Students’ Unions etc. They differ in each country, but have almost the 
same goals: to develop the HEA (Bergan, 2003). In my thesis, I will use the term Higher 
Education Governance to describe the policy making and decision making processes taking 
place on the national and supranational level, focusing on students as the main actors. 
According to the literature review, there is a variety of governance models. Some of them 
share similar characteristics but used different names. Universities and the Higher Education 
Area need to be governed as a system that needs to operate smoothly. As institutional 
organizations, they have rules, requirements and specific culture (Gornitzka, 1999). There are 
different models that describe structures of governance and each of them focuses on one or 
more actors. Steering models refer to the approaches governments use to control and 
influence specific public sectors, such as higher education (Gornitzka, Maasen, 2000). 
According to Bleklie and Kogan (2007), a university is seen both as a republic of scholars 
characterized by institutional autonomy and academic freedom and as a stakeholder 
organization where leaders satisfy the interests of various stakeholders. According to the same 
authors, there are four organizational ideas: 
1. Professional regulation, based on academic freedom and research/teaching methods 
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2. Representative democracy, based on rights to staff and students regarding institutional 
decision process 
3. Bureaucratic steering based on public funds and  
4. Corporate management, by tying to render Higher Education Institutions (HEIs) 
efficient and accountable 
 Trying to find the role of students on the above models, one can argue that only the 
representative democracy includes students in the decision making process. A different 
author, J. Olsen (2007) looks at universities with two dichotomous approaches: the 
instrumental and institutional approach. The university as an instrument can be seen as an 
organizational instrument for achieving interests. Then, the issue is how the university can be 
organized and governed in order to achieve them (Olsen, 2007). This type of governance is a 
top down governance approach considering the university as an instrument for achieving 
national objectives. Academic freedom and autonomy are supported only if they serve the 
priorities and requests stated by the government. The perspective of the university as an 
institution gives to the university more power and the relationship between government and 
the university seems to be based on partnership principals. Institutional priorities are defined 
according to academic needs and interests (Olsen, 2007). Before that, Olsen developed a four 
university ideals describing the dynamics of the HE systems (Olsen, 1988): 
1. The university as a meritocratic community of scholars: the university is based on a 
shared commitment to scholarship and learning, basic research and peer review.  There 
is collegial organization with elected leaders.  This type of university is similar to the 
Humboldtian University, in which the nature of knowledge determines the rest. The 
university has traditionally been run by academics who see the institutional 
administration as necessary but not desirable. Academics want to control their research, 
to define their work and to specify the role of each actor (Maassen & Cloete, 2002, 
Olsen, 1988).  
2. The university as an instrument for national political agendas: in this type, the university 
is considered to be a tool for implementing the purposes and policies of democratically 
elected leaders. Research is seen as a source of wealth and welfare and funding depends 
on political support and on how effectively the institution achieves its purposes. Change 
is closely linked to political decisions. 
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3. The university as a representative democracy. The university is an interest group 
allowing representation of employees and students in governing bodies. 
4. The university as a service enterprise embedded in competitive markets. Here, the 
market is the main system coordinator. Universities adapt their missions according to 
market’s .The government is forced to provide more autonomy and flexibility to higher 
education institutions in order to be able to function in the new environment. 
According to the above models, one can easily notice that representative democracy includes 
students whereas in the other models, students hardly play a role. However, one can argue 
that the last model seeing universities as a service enterprise includes a view of students as 
customers. Though, students are not seen as equal participants. 
Based on Olsen’s models, Gornitzka and Maasen (2000) suggested 4 models of state steering 
of HE for a project which analyzed changes in government and steering approaches in HE 
between 1980-1990 in 8 European countries: 
1. The sovereign state model where HE is seen as an instrument in order the state to 
fulfill its goals. The role of other actors except the state is limited and students have 
only the role that the state allows them. 
2. The institutional model where universities aim to protect the academic identity and the 
values of the organization based on the tradition and the history of the institution. The 
state and the university protect the HE system from the market and from various 
political interests. 
3. The corporate pluralist model which does not see the state as the main actor in HE. 
Instead this model includes many actors such as student unions, interest groups, 
academics etc. with different roles in the development of HE. All actors have the right 
to participate in the HE policy making process. 
4. The supermarket steering model where the state has limited power and the role of the 
universities is to provide research and services. The role of the state is to control 
market mechanisms and the university’s need to survive through the market.  
As it can be seen the state plays different roles in each of these models.  
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In this thesis, I will argue that the EHEA is based on the corporate-pluralist steering model as 
it promotes the participation of all actors in HE. The Bologna Process welcomes all 
stakeholder and actors of HE to participate in HE and after the Praha Communique also 
students are welcomed to participate (Bergan, 2003, Klemenčič, 2012b, d). On the other hand, 
national and institutional systems work differently and even the directions given by the 
Bologna Process are not always followed to the letter. 
Even though there is political pressure from the supranational level to change the governance 
of HE, universities and national HE systems have been found to be slow in adopting under 
this pressure. This happens due to several reasons. First, change is often regarded as a primary 
challenge for universities (Clark, 1983). Second, based on the institutional literature, one can 
distinguish four types of institutional change (Thelen & Mahoney, 2010): 
1. Displacement (new rules and removal of the old ones) 
2. Layering (new rules on top of the old ones) 
3. Drift (formal rules remain the same but the institutional environment changes) 
4. Conversion (rules remain the same but the interpretation changes) 
Whether change is likely to happen and in which way depends on several factors. One way 
for institutional change is the emergence of a new logic which tries to change the way of 
doing things (Jungblut & Vukasovic, 2013). But new logics may create conflicts between the 
state and the institution (Jungblut & Vukasovic, 2013). The Bologna Process led to a shift 
from focusing on a supermarket model of HE steering to a corporate-pluralist model 
especially in terms of student participation and social partners’ participation (Elken et al., 
2011). Moreover, the Bologna Process moved the unitary government models to a multi-level 
government system trying to include as many actors as possible (Jungblut & Vukasovic, 
2013).  
Musselin (2005) also sees two processes of change in the current years: the European Higher 
Education Area and the European Research Area. These two processes turned HE into an 
actor in the policy arena and made European institutions more open to stakeholders and to 
new rules which apply differently to national levels (Musselin, 2005). In order to understand 
the changes and the movement from one model to another it is important to take into account 
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the environmental transformations and the interaction between actors and their environment 
(Gornitzka, 1999).  
Contrary, Clark’s model (1983) regarding the coordination of HE focuses on three actors who 
are dominant in HE: academics, the market and the state. Every country puts itself in a 
different place in the triangle giving more or less power to each actor: 
     State 
    
Academics   market  
While we can consider the role of students in the previous models, Clark’s model does not 
include students as actors in the HE triangle.  
In conclusion, we can say that changes happen in order to move from one model to another, 
they do not happen smoothly. Since the characteristics of each university make it difficult to 
change itself, also the university system is considered a system that changes really slowly 
(Clark, 1983). My starting point for this thesis is that the Bologna Process promotes a 
corporate-pluralist steering model, giving a role to students as well as incentivizing countries 
to reform their national models accordingly. However, due to the characteristics of higher 
education the promotion of this new steering model does not automatically lead to changes in 
the national higher education governance; thus creating the potential for differences between 
the supranational and national level and thus tensions between the two. 
2.2 Student Participation 
Student participation is a broad concept with different clarifications. When we are talking 
about student participation, we may refer to student participation in classroom activities, in 
politics, in decision making processes, in community activities and many other ways of 
participation. In the current research work, I will focus on students’ participation in HE 
governance and specifically in the decision making process on the national and European 
level.  
Already in the first European University founded in Bologna in the 12
th
 century, students had 
had a fundamental role (Ryegg, 1992). It was then when law students grouped themselves into 
15 
 
“nations” and created a basic organizational form of the medieval European University 
(Ryegg, 1992) Since then, student participation is seen as a key aspect of student life and of 
higher education in general (Bergan, 2003). The Bologna Process has seen students as 
stakeholders after the Prague Conference in 2001. In Prague, it was confirmed that students 
should participate and influence the content of the universities and other higher education 
institutions (Bergan, 2003). However, even if there are a number of countries that work to 
increase student participation in institutional governance, student participation cannot be 
taken for granted. According to ESU, the situation of student participation in a majority of 
EHEA countries (64%) is not considered to have changed to the better (European Students 
Union, 2009). Moreover, the changes seem to happen at the surface level, while students 
complain about not being considered as equal stakeholders in terms of governance (European 
Students Union, 2009).  From the above, we understand that student participation is becoming 
more and more important for the development of HE.  
Student revolutions during the 1960s’ and1970s’ showed that students want to have their own 
voice within the universities.  Many times, students’ protests have had violent results such as 
the case in Greece in 1974. The demand of students’ participation on issues regarding their 
education was usually the reason why students protested (Nanouris, 2009).  Especially 
nowadays, in European countries where the Bologna declarations support and promote 
students’ participation in HE governance, this demand is more than logical.  
According to Klemenčič (2011a), one can notice that student representation in Europe varies 
according to:  
 structure  
 membership (compulsory/automatic or voluntary) 
 sources of financing  
 ideological orientations  
Klemenčič (2011a) underlines that there is a shift from the professional self-rule model to the 
model of university as a representative democracy with students participating in governing 
bodies. But according to the same author, the students’ role tends to change from taking part 
in decision-making to a more advisory role (Klemenčič, 2011a).  ESU, for example, the key 
stakeholder organization for students, is also a consultative member in the Bologna Follow- 
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Up Groups trying only to influence the decisions but not having a formal vote (Klemenčič, 
2011a).  This shift shows that even if students do not have the right to vote, they can influence 
the decisions by raising their voice, propose ideas and discuss the reforms with stakeholders.  
Students, from ESU’s point of view, are usually grouped into organizations on an institutional 
level and then on a national level, forming what is called National Unions of Students 
(NUSes). According to Klemenčič (2012a), NUSes can be seen as student associations that 
act as social movement organizations or as student associations that act as interest groups. 
The difference is that the second group is more structured with a more centralized 
coordination than the first (Klemenčič, 2011a). The relationship between student associations 
as interest groups and the state is based on an exchange relationship (Klemenčič, 2011a). 
Student associations support policies, provide social control of their members, and they also 
support certain services in policy implementation (Klemenčič, 2011a). On the other hand, 
student associations acting as social movement are based on protests, boycotts, and campaigns 
(Klemenčič, 2011a). They refuse to be involved in organized governance that might demand 
from them to make compromises. Moreover there is hardly a trust-based relationship between 
state and student social movements. (Klemenčič, 2012a).  We can see the main characteristics 
of these two groups in the typology created by Klemenčič (2012a, p. 7):  
Table 1: A typology of NUS's  
Qualifying factors Social movement 
organizations 
Interest groups 
Organizational structure Network-like,  















Political agenda Transversal: next to 
sectorial 




also broader political 
issues 
(solidarity, human rights, 




substance and processes of 
education and student 
welfare issues 
Mode of action Non-institutionalized 
forms of claim-making: 
protests, 
boycotts, campaigns 
Lobbying and political 
advocacy, services 
 
Student unions have a specific structure, their own organizational features and their own way 
to influence the national HE area (Jungblut & Weber, 2012).  They participate in quality 
assurance processes and interact with the government and the local governing bodies. NUSes 
are trying to influence the institutions and bring changes even if institutions cannot be 
changed easily as one of their main characteristic is stability (Clark, 1983, Mahoney & 
Thelen, 2010).  
 Following Schmitter’s and Streek’s (1999) concept which was implemented in the business 
sector, organizations need to satisfy the demands of two groups of audiences: first, their own 
members or what the authors called the logic of membership and secondly the political actors 
that play a key role for the organization, what is called the logic of influence (Schmitter & 
Streek, 1999). These two logics often also bring conflicts to student organizations as the two 
sides have different demands and values (Jungblut & Weber, 2012).  
Student unions and their representatives can also be grouped into two categories according to 
their ideological origins: activists and professionals (Klemenčič, 2007). Activists have 
unstable financial support, are mainly volunteers and use demonstrations and revolutionary 
language to make their demands. Professionals are more service-oriented, they usually have 
permanent staff as support, use dialogue to promote their needs and have a stricter structure 




Table 2: Student Unions according to the ideological orientation(Klemenčič, 2011a) 
Students as activists Students as professionals 
Opposing established authority Often mirror the institutional and 
government salient issues directly 
affecting students 
Topics: egalitarian values, 
democratization, anti-globalization. 
Topics: organization, substance and 




Dialogue and Partnership. 
Loosely organized with volunteers Highly-developed institutional structure 
 
Student political activism as an aspect of student participation is a complex phenomenon and 
thus difficult to explain on a limited amount of pages (Altbach, 1989).  Altbach’s concept of 
student activism fits to Klemenčič’s conceptualization. According to Altbach (1989), one of 
the characteristics of student activist movements is their sporadic nature. They only last 2-3 
years as both followers and leaders change. Also, student movements are impatient when it 
comes to results since their leadership often desires to achieve results so that the current 
student generation can benefit from the change. In the case of Greece, as it will be analyzed 
below, student political movements have existed for many years even if the structure, the 
members and the leaders changed every few years.  
Student politics is also a way of students’ participation in HE governance. At this point it is 
necessary to mention that student politics do not necessarily include a hierarchical link with 
party politics. Political student organizations might on the one hand be directly controlled by 
political parties creating a two-way relationship – political parties influence student politics 
and student politics influence political parties. On the other hand, the relation could be more 
loosely coupled with political student organization being only linked by for example carrying 
the same name but having no direct hierarchical connection. Both political parties and student 
politics influence the governing system of the university through this the quality of the 
university. Student political movements have an impact on universities and sometimes create 
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social unrest and revolutions (Altbach, 1989). Institutional autonomy is usually threatened 
through the interference from political parties as the relationship between elected 
representatives and political parties has been a particularly contested aspect of student 
politics. (Klemenčič, 2011b). 
For my research, I will use the classification used by Klemenčič which divides student unions 
into activists and professionals as I believe that the key characteristics of these two groups 
reflects the situation of student representation in the EHEA and the typology created by the 
same author regarding NUSes according to their ideological orientation. The merged version 
of the two typologies can be found in the following table: 
Table 3:Student Unions and students' characteristics 
Unions as: Students as: Characteristics: 
Social movements 
organizations 























In this chapter, I will describe first the structure of HE in Greece. This will help the readers to 
create an overall view about the educational system. Then, I will analyze the Higher 
Education Governance in Greece and student participation on the national level. In the end of 
this part, I will describe student participation on the European level with a focus on ESU. 
3.1 The structure of Higher Education in Greece 
In order to understand the role of students in the Greek HEA and the governing bodies in 
Greek universities it is useful to start with a brief description of the educational system 
focusing on tertiary education.  
The Greek Educational System consists of three levels: Primary, Secondary and Tertiary 
education level. Education in Greece is compulsory for all children 6-15 years old and it 
includes primary (Dimotiko) and lower secondary (Gymnasio) Education. Tertiary education 
is provided in two parallel sectors: the university sector and the higher technological sector. 
Students are admitted to these institutes according to their performance at national level 
examinations taking place during the last year of post- secondary level education. Universities 
are divided into schools and schools into departments. Departments may have different 
sectors according to study programs. 
Under the Greek constitution (article 16) education is the responsibility of the state. The 



















3.2 Higher Education Governance in Greece and 
student participation on the national level 
The issue of HE governance in Greece is a complex one and there is not enough literature to 
discuss this topic. Higher educational institutions in Greece are facing many challenges and 
changes today. Under these circumstances the university is called upon to redefine their role 
in social life, and to cope with these new situations. This role, however, lies not only in their 
educational character but also in the organization and administration, where they are invited 
to redefine their goals, in order to cope with new and emerging forms of administration. 
In his discussion on how universities and colleges work, Birnbaum (1988) noted that through 
internally generated models, actors within the university are able to coordinate their activities 
effectively. Larger institutions tend to have a more complex administrative structure as new 
faculties and programs are introduced. In fact, “rules and regulations become the important 
mediators of interaction and administrators become specialists in distinctive areas” 
(Birnbaum, 1988, p.107). 
According to the National Academic Recognition Information Center (NARIC): 
“The mission of University Education in Greece is to ensure a high level of theoretical and 
all-round training for the future scientific workforce. The role of Higher Technological 
Education, which includes Technological Education Institutes (TEI), is to contribute to the 
country's development and to progress in the fields of science and applied research. The focus 
is on the absorption and transfer of scientific data into the production process. The courses 
are more practically oriented than in the Universities. Higher Technological Education also 
includes ASPAITE, the Higher School of Pedagogical and Technical Education studies. 
Graduates of a Master course or a diploma study are entitled to enroll in doctoral studies at 
universities.” (NARIC, 2005)   
The internal structure, organization, and operation of administrative, financial and technical 
services, the teaching and research policies, the procedures and requirements for hiring 
personnel, the allocation of funds etc. are determined by provisions of the internal regulations 
of each university. Greek Higher Education Institutions develop their own curriculum, which 
is published in the Official Journal of the Greek Government and by law have to undergo a 
review every two years. Course validation and accreditation is subject to the advisory body of 
The National Council of Education (ESYP). However, Greek Higher Education Institutions 
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award their own qualifications (Degree, Diploma, MSc, and Doctorate) (TEI of Patras, 2012). 
Furthermore, Greek educational institutes can formulate their own internal policies for 
achieving their educational goals. (TEI of Patras, 2012). 
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Around 2003, the government managed to push forward legislative initiatives which were 
pending for more than five years. As part of the EHEA inspired reforms, most of them were 
addressing issues like quality assurance, diploma supplement, ECTS, 4-year agreements 
based on performance between the state and the universities, lifelong learning etc.  The most 
important legislative reform from March 2004 to March 2007 aimed at converging with 
European educational standards and benchmarks by revising the legislation regarding the 
structure and operation of higher education institutions (L. 3549/2007 (OJ 69, A΄)) and by 
further securing the self-governance of tertiary institutions, while increasing their social 
accountability, as well as further promoting democracy and transparency in their functions.  
(Papazoglou, 2014). 
Governance of HE in Greece can be divided in five levels: 
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Figure 3: Levels of governance  
  
In this thesis, I focus on the national and European levels at universities as these are the levels 
that actually matter for the participation of students in ESU.  However, first I believe that it is 
important to give a brief description of the Bodies of Schools and Departments, in order to see 
first the students’ role in them and second because the School level is the one that usually 
consists of the National level of students’ representation. 
Universities are divided into Schools and Schools into Departments. Department governance 
consists of: 
a. the Chair 
 b. the Assembly  
c. the Head of the Sector.  
School governance consists of:  
a. the Dean  
b. the Deanery  
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c. the General Assembly.  
Students participate at the Deanery with one member without voting rights.  
At the University level, there are three governing bodies: 
a. The Rector 
b. The Board 
c. The Senate 
The Board consists of 15 members, 9 internal and 6 externals. Internal members are 8 
professors and 1 elected student representative. The Senate consists of the Rector, the Deans, 
the Chairs of the Departments, one post-graduate student representative, one graduate student 
and one PhD student representative. There are cases that students have only one 
representative.  


















The question about student factions and particularly their new role under the new system for 
the university is controversial. Until now, students, among others, had also the right to elect 
the rector and student organizations informally stated their preference for particular 
candidates. The new system does not provide participation by students in elections of the 
rector instead each rector is elected directly from faculty members. 
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Another important issue regarding student participation in HE governance is the evaluation of 
professors. Professors and associate professors at universities are evaluated every five years 
with respect to their research, education, teaching and scientific work, as well as to the overall 
contribution to the institution. The evaluation is carried out by committees based on objective 
criteria, such as, publications, participation in conferences and research programs and the 
quality of educational work. Such evaluation committees are composed of three professors or 
researchers from other universities (domestic or foreign) that have been internationally 
recognized for work relevant to research and teaching topics. The assessment is based on a 
particular activity report for the previous five years and report programming for the next five 
years.  For the evaluation a detailed report is prepared, which takes into account the 
evaluation of teaching by students as well. The issue regarding the process of the evaluation is 
that there are no formal student unions or formal student committees in order to participate in 
the evaluation programs, of the curricula, the teaching process and other aspects of learning 
and teaching activity. Even though the evaluation takes place on the institutional level, we can 
argue that students lack formal representation in them.  
The President of the National Youth Council Dr. Drikos admits (Euractiv, 2011) that 
«Nobody can be opposed to upgrading the quality of educational services, reducing bad 
effects of the transaction, the collusion, corruption”.  
Nevertheless, he expresses particular concerns regarding the new way of running the 
universities. Referring to the absence of students from the new administration stresses that 
«the democratic representativeness weakened [...] while the student participation gagged. »  
(Euractiv, 2011)  
The vice president of the Youth of the European People’s Party, Constantine Kyranakis 
recognizes that the «average student organizations have discredited» and «necessary 
modernization of student representation is needed».  He continued saying that «the absence of 
the student governing bodies will produce arbitrary [...] that will be subject to any control». 
He also stressed the need for a revision of Article 16 and the need of «the abandonment of 
attitudes that keep our education standards of yesterday», while expressing his dissatisfaction 
with the fact that Greece is «the only country in Europe 27 without National Student Union 
and - therefore - international representation of Greek students». (Euractiv, 2011) 
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On the other hand the president of the NGO Training and Research Institute for European 
Affairs, George Antonakakis, claims that the lack of students in the university's governance is 
”a positive step for education, since most factions had become political oriented groups. The 
existence of a large gap between universities, the labor market and society turned into 
functions means of highlighting partisan talent rather than academic.” (Euractive, 2011) 
3.3 History of the Greek student movement since 
1963 
Student representation in Greek universities is a topic that has been discussed a lot in the past 
years. Students in Greek universities grouped themselves into student movements that are 
politically oriented. This brief history of student political activism presented for this thesis 
will start in 1963 with the foundation of the National Union of Greek Students (EFEE / 
ΕΦΕΕ-NUGS). This was a period when Greece suffered from violent social conflicts but also 
from conflicts among political parties which culminated in the imposition of a military coup 
in 1967. Institutional aberrations had started much earlier because of electoral fraud (1961), 
political assassinations and the arbitrariness of the throne (July Days, 1965). Meanwhile, the 
economy was characterized by a rapid pace of economic growth while the Greek society 
affected by developments happening in the western world in areas such as, music, culture , 
fashion etc.(Sermetis, 2013). 
In 1961, after the elections, the student movement started asking for their first rights: free 
books, no tuition fees, academic and university asylum and free transportation. At the end of 
April 1963, the 4th student conference took place with the majority of students coming from 
center and left-wing ideologies. Then, they decided to create the National Union of Greek 
students, following the French model, according to the first President, Mr. Georgios 
Giannetakos (Nanouris, 2009). During the period 1964-1965, the left-wing political 
movement had the full authority in Greece and they decided to disband the Union and the 
main members were put in jail.  After 1974 and the end of the military government, EFEE 
(ΕΦΕΕ) regrouped. The main concern for the Student Union was how to restore democracy in 
universities (Nanouris, 2009). EFEE was the only major and democratic union at that time 
(Nanouris, 2009). The Student Union had so much power that it influenced not only the 
universities, but also other sectors, more than political parties (Nanouris, 2009). Universities’ 
occupations started by independent student unions and followed by EFEE in 1974 and they 
30 
 
brought changes in the judicial system regarding universities. At the same time, that was the 
swansong of EFEE after 1974, the student unions regarded universities as a source of votes 
and student activists turned to political activists (Nanouris, 2009). Since the 1980s’ PSK, 
DAP and PASP, the main student political groups, never agreed on the election results 
regarding EFEE’s elected president which meant the end of the National Union of Greek 
students. 
Nowadays there is no formal National Union of Students in Greece that actually represents 
students at the National and European level. Theoretically, all students from the first year of 
their studies are members of the Greek Union of Students which is a list of students without 
formal representation. Instead of one national union of students, each university has many 
different student organizations, usually influenced by a specific political movement and trying 
to influence the institutions according to the goal of the specific political party (Krakostas, 
2010). There are organizations in each department and each department has its members and 
its president. The students of each student organization consist of the “youth” of the 
organization with a common president. The members are volunteers and they have their own 
structure at each department and at each university. The main student organizations are:  
 The Greek Student Activists (ΠΑΣΠ-PASP) ) 
  The Democratic New Trailblazing (DAP-ΔΑΠ) 
  The Student Movement Association (ΠΚΣ-PKS) and  
 The Left-wing United Association (EEAK-EEAK).  
Student organizations follow the model of the society and they have the characteristics of a 
Greek political system (Karakostas, 2010). The main characteristic of the Greek political 
system is the customer relationships (Vernardakis, Mavris, 1986). A usual policy within the 
student organizations was and is the conversion, the fanaticism to serve opportunistic partisan 
interests, even if they were totally opposed to freedom of, research and teaching. Many times 
the authoritarian behavior, attitude and contemptuous indifference of teachers, and the 
bureaucracy that exists at least in large educational institutions, provides the basis for 
reactions (Karakostas, 2010).  These reactions usually cross the limits of the defense of 
students’ interests and the respect of the academic rights and lead to violence or degrading 
behavior against specific "offenders". Most of the student organizations react with a similar 
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way in order not to be accused as ignorant and non-democratic (Karakostas, 2010). A current 
example is the violent reaction of specific student organizations against the law which does 
not allow students to study for as many years as they want in the same program, having their 
name deleted from the university roster after 4+3 years of studying.  
During the last years, a National Union of Students seems more and more to be necessary 
(Nanouris, 2009). The power of the student body after 2006 regarding the reform of Article 
16 of the Law about the asylum and the free character of education featured the need of a 
Student Union (Nanouris, 2009).  The ex-president of the DAP Youth, Ms. Papanikolaou said 
to a newspaper back in 2009: «The problems regarding the Student Conference in order to 
elect the new Student Union occurred by PASP».  (Nanouris, 2009). In the same article, the 
President of PASP Youth, Ms. Pantazis said «We are willing to participate regardless the 
problems that DAP want to cause». A member of the PASP Youth also stated: «We have 
invited all Unions to a conference in order to create a new National Union».  On the other 
hand, the President of KNE said «Every year, our organization is the only one that actually 
participates in the Student Conference».  EAAK is the only student union that is completely 
against the new form of EFEE (Nanouris, 2009). 
From the above facts and student  characteristics, we can argue that Greek student unions 
follow the model of  “unions as social movement organizations” presented by Klemenčič 
(2011b) with students organized as activists as the unions have unstable financial support, 
based on volunteers and use demonstrations and revolutionary language for their demands. 
Even if topics related to protests and to their political agenda, influence students, the general 
function of the unions do not allow us to claim that they function as interest groups with 
students as professionals.  
3.4 Student Participation in European level 
As mentioned in previous chapters, changes in the European Higher Education lead to 
demand for more active students as key stakeholders in the EHEA. The body that represents 
students on a European level is the European Students’ Union (ESU) which is the 
representative platform of NUSes in Europe (Klemenčič, 2011a). Founded in 1982 as a non-
profit organization by seven national unions of students (NSU Norway, NUS-UK, SFS 
Sweden, SHÍ Iceland, UNEF-ID France, DSF Denmark and ÖH Austria) nowadays ESU 
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represents 47 National Unions of Students from 39 countries. Back in 1982 the organization 
was called WESIB, the West European Students Information Bureau. The political changes in 
Eastern Europe at the end of the 1980s affected WESIB as well, as it opened itself to NUSs 
from the former east. (ESU webiste). In 1990, WESIB dropped the “W” to become the 
European Students Information Bureau (ESIB). As the European Communities started to 
influence more and more the area of HE in Europe and certainly with the start of the Bologna 
Process, the objectives of the organization shifted from being just an information sharing 
organization to a political organization that represents the views and interests of students. In 
2007 it was decided that the acronym ESIB no longer represented the work of the 
organization and ESIB changed its name into the European Students' Union (ESU website). 
The aim of the ESU is “to represent and promote the educational, social, economic and 
cultural interests of students at the European level towards all relevant bodies and in particular 
the European Union, Bologna Follow Up Group, Council of Europe and UNESCO. Through 
its members, ESU represents over 11 million students in Europe.” (ESU website) 
ESU has a consultative role in Bologna Follow-Up Group, participates in governing structures 
of the process and influence the institutional and national level through NUSes and various 
reports (Klemenčič, 2011a). It also brings policies into the BP, strengthens student 
participation and fights for student rights (Klemenčič, 2011a). It is an important stakeholder 
and is a member of the so-called E4 Group, along with the European Association of 
Institutions in Higher Education (EURASHE), the European University Association (EUA) 
and the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education (ENQA).  
The Board is ESU's highest governing body and meets twice a year in order to elect ESU’s 
representatives for a year. The representative structure consists of an elected Executive 
Committee (EC), whose work is supported by three coordinators, expert pools and working 
groups. The daily work of the Executive Committee is supported by a professional 
Secretariat. The Executive Committee (EC) consists of a Chairperson, two Vice-Chairpersons 
and seven general members. The EC is responsible for steering and organizing the 
organization, both politically and financially, on a day-to-day basis. It is also responsible for 
carrying out the decisions that are taken at Board Meetings. ESU is involved in policy debates 
regarding HE including privatization, tuition fees, students’ rights, the ERASMUS program, 
quality of HE and many more. They also run various projects that try to improve the HE. 
Such projects are for example the QUEST project which aims at defining a concept of quality 
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that gives a better answer to the learner-centered high quality model of higher education for 
students in Europe, or the SAGE project that aims to analyze the effects of European higher 
education reforms on graduates' employability and give students a voice in the decision-
making process in policies that can affect them.  
In order for a student organization to become a member of ESU, it needs to be based on 
democratic procedures and to follow «common principles of student representation» 
(Klemenčič, 2011a). These principles of ESU are (Klemenčič, 2011a): 
1. Openness to all students independent of socio-economical background, race, sexual or 
political orientation, gender, or religious beliefs; 
2. Representation of all students and of all their interests; 
3. A decision-making process that is democratically run and controlled by students; 
4. Independence in the decision-making process vis-à-vis universities, governments, and party 
politics; 
In order to apply, a National Union of Students has to submit: 
• A motivation letter; 
• The constitution and standing orders of the organization (in original and English 
language); 
• A plan of work; 
• A filled in membership questionnaire; 
The participation in ESU gives a new role to students. But, from its first days, the Bologna 
Process also changed the role of students in the EHEA. The first step towards the Bologna 
Process began in 1998, when the Ministers of UK, Italy, France and Germany, signed the 
Sorbonne Declaration in Paris in order to harmonize the European Higher Education Area. In 
1999 the Bologna Declaration was signed by the Ministers of Education of 29 countries with 
the purpose to create a European Higher Education Area by 2010 ( Klemenčič , 2012c). At the 
Ministerial Meeting in Prague in 2001 the ministers emphasized various topics, among them 
the issue of student participation. At that meeting, ministers stated that students should 
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participate in the organizations and influence the higher education area. The Ministers also 
appreciated the active involvement of the National Unions of Students in Europe and in the 
Bologna Process. However, student participation on the national and European level is still a 
major issue discussed by members of ESU.   
The implementation of Bologna brought changes as for example the implementation of 
ECTS, the European Supplement and many other initiatives that aimed to improve the 
national HE system and the EHEA. 
“In the case of Greece, the implementation of the Bologna Process seems to be optional. The 
non- mandatory application of transnational cooperation agreements in conjunction with the 
significant structural differences in higher education systems of the countries involved seem 
to lead to a new variety and diversity of structures and structural education systems instead of 
increasing convergence, compatibility and comparability that were the main targets of 
transnational cooperation.(translated by the author)” (Kladis, 2000).  
The promotion of educational reform according to Bologna in each country seems to be 
associated with the overall issue of educational and other reforms to adapt to globalization. In 
case of Greece, the adjustment could not be made if it was missing two key conditions a) 
political willingness and b) consensus mainly between political and academic elite 
(Dimitropoulos, 2006). Thus, countries such as Finland, the Netherlands and England, 
because of their position in the starting point, had less ground to cover to promote reforms of 
the Bologna process. However, the countries that recently joined the EU have completed 
these reforms at the legislative level. It seems that, that desire to 'return' to Europe and 
western models of economic, political and social organization in these countries have created 
a broader reform, which contributes significantly to fast adaptation and promotion of these 
reforms in higher education. (Dimitropoulos, 2006).  The countries of southern Europe, very 
recently completed legislative reforms (e.g. Spain ), or trying to successive legislation to 
ensure the effective implementation of reforms (Italy ) or are in the process of search and 
configuration of the required consents to take legislative interventions (Portugal, Greece). 
Thus, one can conclude that the impact of the Bologna process is differentiated among 
countries as the particular conditions within its countries are different as well. (Dimitropoulos, 
2006).   
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In Greece, the reforms from the Bologna Process will also bring changes to the institutional 
rules that govern and regulate the relations of the state with HE. That means that the conflicts 
among students, student organizations and politicians will be intense as there are 
contradictory interests and priorities (Dimitropoulos, 2006). As the implementation of the 
Bologna reforms seems to be optional in Greece, participation in ESU, as a way to influence 
the Bologna Process, may be optional, too. And in fact, it is optional if we think that it is not 
mandatory for any member of the EHEA to be part of ESU only because it is a member of the 
Bologna Process structures. But maybe as the aims of the Bologna Process have not been 
implemented 100% in Greek HE, students cannot understand the role of ESU and the 








The following chapter provides the methodological strategy for the analysis of this study. The 
chapter starts with the research approach by describing the research design and the research 
strategy. This study is designed and conducted using a qualitative perspective. Below I will 
describe the research strategy for data collection and the methods used to analyze them.  
 
4.1 Research design 
The research design is a structure that helps us to execute a research method and our analysis 
of findings (Bryman, 2012). A research design is not the same as a research method. A 
research method helps the researcher to collect the data needed and it needs to fit to the 
research design (Bryman, 2012).  According to Bryman (2012), there are three criteria for the 
evaluation of the research: a.) reliability b.) replication c.)validity. I will refer to them more 
detailed in the following sections. Also, there are many research designs that can be chosen 
according to the researcher’s needs and goals: surveys, case-studies, experimental designs, 
comparative, cross-sectional and longitudinal research designs (Bryman, 2012).   
4.2 The choice of qualitative research 
 
This study has a qualitative research approach and uses interviews and documents as data 
sources. Qualitative research focuses on words and not on numbers, in contrast to quantitative 
research (Bryman, 2012).  Moreover, this type of research focuses on the view of the 
participants and the information they give about the research topic (Bryman, 2012). The 
research process in qualitative studies is unstructured and flexible and the aim is to produce 
meaning (Bryman, 2012).  In order to write this thesis, I followed the steps of qualitative 


















4.3 A case-study design 
According to Bryman, “a basic case study entails the detailed and intensive analysis of a 
single case” (Bryman, 2012).  As “case” we consider a particular location e.g. an 
organization, a school, a country or a town.  Its biggest limitation, nonetheless, is the inability 
to generalize findings to the larger population as the sample is often small and it’s difficult to 
represent the whole population (Hesse-Biber and Leavy, 2011). 
For this research, the intent has been to answer questions like “how” and “why” something 
happens. According to Yin (2009) a case study design is especially suitable for these kinds of 
questions. This study employs a qualitative case study research design because it aimed at 
exploring why Greek student organizations do not participate in ESU and how do 
stakeholders of Greek HE and ESU face this situation. In my research, the case is the country 
of Greece and specifically the Greek student organizations. The reason why I chose to use a 
General Research Questions 
Conceptual and theoretical 
framework 
Selection of relevant sites and subjects 
Collection of relevant data 
Interpretation of data 
Writing up finding/conclusion 
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case-study design and focus on a single case is because I believe it is an interesting and 
unique case since Greece is the only EU country that does not participate in ESU with a 
students’ union. 
4.4 Data collection 
 
Data collection took place in Greece and Oslo in December 2013 and January 2014. I used 
semi-structured interviews to collect information from stakeholders in the HE area in Greece 
and from members of ESU. Robson, (2002: 270) defines semi-structured interviews as a set of 
questions but with the right to modify their order depending upon the interviewer’s perception 
of what seems appropriate in the context of the conversation. 
The aim of an interview is to obtain descriptions of how the interviewee perceives and 
interprets the phenomenon that is being under research (Kvale, 1997). According to Kvale 
(1997) the semi-structured interview is the best method to gain knowledge of a phenomenon. 
He argues that during the interview the interviewer should define the subject and follow up 
the interviewee’s responses with critical questions in a professional way.  For this study, the 
method of semi-structured interviews has been chosen. The questions are based on an 
interview guide, but additional and follow- up questions were formulated on the spot in order 
to further discuss the phenomenon.  
To acquire respondents the following method was used. First, I contacted the potential 
participants through email in order to see if they are interested to participate or not. In order to 
find who could be potential participants, I looked into the period that saw an interaction 
between ESU and Greek student unions, the structure of ESU during that period and 
stakeholder from the Ministry of Education who were involved. Also, it seemed necessary to 
include academics in the discussion of the topic and this is why I interviewed a Dean of a 
Greek university. Using the contacts that my supervisor and people from the Ministry 
provided me, I found the people that finally participated in interviews. After contacting the 
above people, I created an interview guide and I scheduled the interviews. The interviews 
with people based in Greece took place in Greece whereas the interviews with people from 
ESU took place through Skype as most of the participants were based in different places 
around Europe. Beside the interviews, I prepared a review of the national laws, European 
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guidelines, national reports and the Bologna Process Declarations. A document according to 
Scott (1990) is defined as a written text. “A document is an artifact which has as its central 
feature an inscribed text.” (Scott, 1990, p. 5).The reason I chose to use documents as source 
of data was to give the legal baseline of the topic and of what the interviewees said. The 
interviews are supposed to provide the story behind the documents.  
In this study, eight interviews were conducted. The interview guide is presented in the 
appendix of this thesis. The different interviewees were chosen to provide specific insights: 
1. Former-Dean of  Greek university: To provide details regarding the perspective of 
academics and their efforts; 
2. A Greek student  in a foreign university who also was active in ESU: He will reflect 
students’ opinion regarding the participation in ESU; 
3. 4 former members of ESU : They will present the role of ESU and the efforts from their 
side in order to engage student organizations from non-member countries; 
4. 2 former members of the Ministry of Education in Greece highly involved with the issue 
of ESU and the Bologna Process. They have participated in efforts in order to engage 
Greek student organizations. 
All interviews were voice recorded. Participants were fully aware of being recorded and all 
recording files are available to them upon request. The following table provides an overview 
































Method Data Source Purpose 
Interviews Semi-structured 
interviews with 
stakeholders in Greek 
HE and members of 
ESU 
To obtain the relevant 
information on the 
topic from people 
involved in HE in 
Greece and from 
people involved in 
ESU 







To obtain information 
about the legal baseline 
To obtain information 
about the EHEA 




4.5 Reliability and Validity 
According to Bryman (2012:46): “Reliability is concerned with the question of whether the 
results of the study are repeatable.” To ensure reliability in qualitative research, examination 
of trustworthiness is important.   
Trustworthiness consists of four criteria (Bryman, 2012): 
1. Credibility that determines that members of the social world ensure that the researcher 
understood correctly the research phenomenon. 
2. Transferability which is a thick description of the phenomenon that will help the 
researchers to transfer the findings to other milieus. 
3. Dependability that ensures that findings depend on records and notes that are easily 
accessible. 
4. Confirmability that ensures that findings are not influenced by personal values and 
theoretical inclinations.  
Validity is a very crucial part of the research as it determines how useful a research will be in 
the end. The researcher can control the validity and reliability by paying attention to the data 
collection process and the analysis methods. Qualitative research may lack validity because of 
the subjectivity of respondents during the interviews. Problems of validity can be resolved by 
finding the right participants, through the depth of data obtained and the extent of 
triangulation and the objectivity of the researcher (Cohen, Manion & Morrison 2007, p. 133). 
In qualitative research, reliability reflects the “truth” of the findings i.e. the extent to which 
the data obtained reflects the “truth”. The objectivity of the researcher plays a key role in 
order to ensure reliability.  
In the specific research, I tried to increase validity through interviews from different parts of 
the phenomenon and also by using triangulation. Bryman (2012, p. 392) refers to triangulation 
as:  




Moreover, the fact that interviewees had personal experiences and knowledge on the field 
makes the results more valid and reliable.  
In this study, besides interviews, I will use documents as source of data which increases the 
level of validity and reliability, even if a generalization of the findings  has to be done rather 
carefully, as the study is a unique case-study based on a phenomenon that took place in a 
specific country. Also, the fact that the interviews were recorded and transcribed is expected 
to increase reliability. Furthermore, the fact that most of the questions were posed to almost 
all the interviewees should also increase reliability. 
4.6 Ethical issues 
Ethical sensitivity is a basic issue in qualitative research. Bryman argues that this aims to 
ensure that the interviewees are aware of what the topic of the research is and of the purpose 
of the research, and also inform the interviewees that their answers will be treated 
confidentially (Bryman 2012). The first issue regarding the ethical issues of this study is the 
anonymity and the privacy. As I used interviews as a method, I ensured the interviewees that I 
will not use their names in any of the research’s parts and also, that all recordings and a copy 
of the study are available to them upon request after the defense. Also, I want to underline 
that all the participants were willing to be recorded even if I would use their names.  
In order to ensure that all participants are well-aware for the nature of the study before the 
interviews, I send them an email informing them about the research topic, my goal and 
providing them further information if needed. This helped to create a trust-worthy 
environment.  Moreover, I scheduled the interviews according to the interviewees’ daily 
schedule in order to avoid intrusiveness. I didn’t want to influence their daily routine or their 
work life. All interviews lasted between 30 minutes to one hour.   
Another issue that I tried to avoid is the wrong interpretation of the data. People who are 
doing research need to be objective. In this case, as a former student in the Greek HE system 
and as a fully aware citizen of the country I could be influenced by the data during their 
interpretation. But I truly tried to avoid bias and to analyze them in a way that avoids 




The limitations of the study are those characteristics that influenced the process and the 
results of the study.  
In the specific study, there are some limitations related to methodology or to the process and 
that may influence the findings: 1) Greek student representatives are left out of the study. As 
can be observed, Greek student representatives did not participate in the research as 
participants (interviewees). There are several reasons for this: First, I had to limit the scope of 
the study as I didn’t have plenty of time or space to analyze the phenomenon from two 
perspectives. Second, universities in Greece during the period of the interviews were closed 
due to protests and this made it more difficult to have access to them. Finally, I had to limit 
myself regarding the kind of students that I had to choose: they could be students from a 
specific university, from a specific department, members of student organizations or not, 
political active or not etc. This would lead to different perspectives whereas the perspective of 
this study is to examine the efforts from the stakeholders’ part in Greece and in ESU.  2) The 
sample and the sampling method make a generalization difficult. The sample is purposive 
which means that I selected the interviewees because these specific people would probably be 
aware of the topic. The sample is probably not representative for the whole stakeholder group 
both in Greece and in ESU. Another limitation is the use of Skype. Even if Skype allows the 
participants to see each other, face to face interviews are highly recommended in order to see 






5 Data presentation and Analysis 
The following chapter presents the findings of this thesis. The aim of the thesis is to inquire 
why students in Greek universities do not participate in ESU and if there were efforts to 
engage them with the idea of ESU. The analysis is based on the typology proposed by Manja 
Klemenčič regarding student organizations and students as professionals or activists. 
5.1 Student participation of Greek student unions 
on the national and European level 
The situation of Greek student representation nationally and on the European level can be 
summarized based on the above chapters as follows:  
- There is no NUS anymore as student organizations cannot get together or even agree 
on elections’ results to elect the representatives.  
- There are many student organizations in Greek universities that are political oriented. 
- Greek students don’t have a representative body in ESU because they don’t fulfill the 
requirements needed in order to be a member of ESU.  
ESU is the only accepted student representative body in the EHEA and following 
Klemenčič’s concept ESU can be described as an interest group organization. The 
organization has a highly developed structure and based its action on dialogue.  ESU often 
mirrors government issues that directly affect students. Contrary, Greek student organizations 
can be seen as social movement organizations that are loosely organized by volunteers, base 
their action on revolutionary language as well as protest and usually are against the state and 
the authority. As a reminder, the following table provides an overview of the two types of 








Table 5: Characteristics of student unions 
 Union as social movement 
/ students as activists 
Union as interest group / 
Students as professionals 
Organizational Structure Network-like Hierarchically ordered 






Political Agenda Opposed to 
authority/opposed to state 
and its reforms 
Mirror government issues 
that influence students 




Based on the literature, I will focus my analysis on the argument that student organizations in 
Greece behave as social movement organizations and the students who participate in them 
behave as activists. I will support the argument based on the findings from the interviews.  
Starting from the first and second characteristic, seeing the structure of Greek student 
organization as loosely organized, run by volunteers and based on the networks, the 
interviewees stated that student organizations do not follow specific rules and this is why they 
cannot agree on basic issues as each organization follows its own rules and has its own 
structure. 
“They cannot agree even on the elections’ results. Each of the organization states that is the 
one with the most votes. These phenomena lead to conflicts, lack of communication and then, 
the division of a Union into small organizations. This is why we cannot have NUS.” 
    
(Former Dean of a Greek university) 
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“To be member of ESU, you need to cooperate with each other. Our efforts to engage Greek 
students with ESU show that they don’t want to cooperate with other Greek student 
organizations.” 
(Former member of ESU) 
It was one of my interests to find out if students have a formal participation on the national 
level or not and what the legal context behind this is.  Documents and Greek laws show that 
Greek students lost their power in the formal governing bodies after the reform of the Law in 
2011. Following this law (4009/2011), students are represented in the governance body at the 
university level only with one student. Furthermore, Greek laws show that there is a student 
union where all students are becoming automatically members from the day they registered at 
the university. Thus, that student union has no formal representatives and it does not 
participate in any formal decision making process. Student representatives in governance 
bodies are not elected from the student union but from the student organizations. The student 
union seems to exist only theoretically. The members do not have any responsibilities and the 
union does not have any role and any responsibilities.   
Universities’ governing boards do not seem to make any efforts to change this situation. The 
Ministry of Education seems not to be interested in including students. One of the former 
members of the Ministry of Education said: 
“Government removed students from the decision-making positions. When you don’t have 
students in these positions, you can easily ignore them”  
(Former member of Ministry of Education) 
 
But even though there is no NUS, there are small organizations in each university which 
represent different interests groups. All interviewees agreed that Greek student representatives 
are too politically oriented when it comes to student representation. They are organized into 
student organizations that follow the political ideology of specific political parties.  This 
doesn’t allow them to take decisions without being influenced by the political party’s 
ideology. 
“Student organizations are totally political oriented. Students have political culture and they 
follow the x political party driven by fanaticism.” 
      (Former member of Ministry of Education) 
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Due to this politicization students from different student organizations are not willing to 
cooperate and to take decisions.  
“They are organized like the army. They have strong ideologies and they are not willing to 
cooperate” 
(Former member of Ministry of Education)  
The unwillingness of student organizations to cooperate is according to interviewees the 
reason why Greece does not have a NUS.  
“In order for a National Union of Students to be created, two things need to be done: first, a 
students’ record needed in order to see how many students are officially members of its 
organization and secondly, a National Students’ Conference needs to take place in order to 
vote and to elect the representatives. But student organizations are not willing to do this 
because they do not keep record of the students and secondly because they can’t accept the 
results of the voting process.  They can’t accept that there is probability not to be members of 
the elected body. There were efforts for this Conference but again students couldn’t agree on 
the results.” 
(Former member of Ministry of Education)  
Regarding the rest of the students who are not members of any student organization, 
interviewees had to say that they are not informed at all about initiatives in the EHEA. They 
don’t know what ESU is, what the Bologna Process is and how reforms have been 
implemented in Europe. One of the interviewees argued that: 
“Student organizations do not allow information to reach students. They know about ESU but 
they don’t provide any information to members of the universities as they do not want to 
follow the process in order to establish a National Union of Students. The rest of students are 
informed about the problems caused because of the absence of a National Union but they 
don’t react at all. I believe that they have accepted the situation.”  
(Former Dean of a Greek university) 
The interviewees had different opinions about the students’ perspective regarding student 
organizations.  All participants said that students participate in elections they actually don’t 
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know why. They don’t know if the representatives of student organizations benefit students as 
a whole or not.  The former dean stated: 
“Almost all students are against political student organizations at the university and they 
want a National Student Union. They just don’t know how to ask for it.” 
(Former Dean of a Greek university) 
Regarding the third and fourth characteristic, the participation in protests and their opposition 
to authority and the state’s reform, interviewees stated that students are not really protesting 
against the cut of their rights and against reforms that may harm the university. They protest 
regarding issues that do not influence the university directly and ignore topic that are really 
important: 
“In 2008 students protested against a violent episode between a citizen and a policeman. 
Nobody says that this was not important but I’m wondering why they don’t react in the same 
way when it comes to issues regarding the budget for the universities, the lack of professors 
etc.” 
(Former member of Ministry of Education) 
 
“They react on issues like the “academic and university’s asylum” that banned police from 
entering Greek universities and they don’t react on the fact that universities have become 
dirty, places of vandalisms and haven of those who want to hide from the police. It’s 
unbelievable how students can accept this situation and react to state’s reform in order to 
change the Law of asylum2” 
(Former dean of a Greek University) 
 
Newspapers and the media show that during the last years, students protested against 
university reforms. Indeed in 2011 there were protests against the Law 4009/2011. The 
paradox was that students didn’t react to the reform regarding their limited participation but 
they reacted to different parts of the reform such as the reforms about evaluation. Student 
                                                 
2
 The "academic asylum" law was introduced in 1982 to protect students and academics when memories of 
Greece's repressive military dictatorships of the late 1960s and early 1970s were still raw. The rules made it 
illegal for police to enter university property without the permission of rectors and guaranteed students 
sanctuary from arrest or state brutality.(L.1268) 
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protests in Greece were often against the Bologna Process and in general against European 
initiatives suggested in the frame of the EHEA.  According to interviewees from Greece, 
students believe that European reforms will bring changes to the universities and this will be 
the end of public education. The market seems to be a huge enemy and students do not want 
to connect universities with it.  
 
“There is a feeling against Europe like a fear against internationalization. After 1999 
students reacted against Bologna because they believed that changes at universities will bring 
the end of public universities.” 
(Former member of Ministry of Education) 
 
“There is an ideology against Europe. The reason is probably the previous political situation 
of the country. Capitalism is seen as something bad and students reject everything connected 
with that. Europe represents capitalism so you can understand that they reject everything 
European” 
(Former Dean of a Greek university) 
The general feeling against the EU seems to cause a feeling against European initiatives 
including those in HE. ESU is perceived to be one of them. Thus, students react negatively to 
any potential involvement in the organization. 
 
From the above, it can be argued that Greek student organizations are involved in protests and 
they react in topics related to reforms even if they are national or European. At that point, one 
can notice that student organizations also have the third characteristic in order to be 
characterized as social movements, their mode of action with protests and revolutionary 
language in focus.   
 
One of the questions to the interviewees was, who is responsible for this situation and who 
may possibly change it. There were various answers. Among them, the former Dean said that 
academics tried to inform the students but without any results so far.  
“Student organizations have power and academics cannot take the risk and fight against 
them. Political parties should inform students” he said.  
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However, both members of the Ministry claimed that the issue is more complicated. In their 
view, students carry a political culture from their families. The only way to change the 
situation would be through a legal context. The establishment of a National Student Union 
should be mandatory, as they say. 
The above analysis leads to the conclusion that the issue of the political orientation among the 
student organizations causes serious problems that do not allow students to tackle the issues 
that are really important for the national HE area. Students are active but only as activists in 
student organizations and they participate in protests against reforms or against any change 
that is perceived to be opposite to their ideology. This supports the argument that Greek 
student organizations can be seen more as a social movements and less as an interest group 
organization.  
5.2 Efforts by Greek officials and ESU - Challenges 
and solutions 
The second set of research questions addresses the efforts from both sides to engage students 
with ESU and the results of these efforts. 
All interviewees referred to the same attempts to solve the problem at hand. The first effort 
was made in 2002 when members from the Ministry of Education tried to make appointments 
with student representatives in order to participate in the 5
th
 European Students ’ Convention 
which was organized by ESU and took place in Greece in 2003. Greek student organizations 
didn’t participate in this event and instead students protested outside of the place where the 
event took place, voicing their opposition against the Bologna Process and accused ESU for 
taking part in it.  ESU and the members of the Ministry invited student representatives of 
different student organizations but they didn’t accept the invitation.  They didn’t accept to be 
with other student movements.  In the end, only one student organization appeared but only at 
the various events that happened after the Convention. After some months, members from the 





“We met them separately. We told them that they will participate as observers. The met with 
ESU members and each student organization argued that could participate in ESU. ESU 
argued that this was impossible due to political orientation, a fact that was totally denying by 
student organizations.” 
(Former member of the Ministry) 
“In 2002, we called student organizations to discuss the possibility to participate in the ESIB 
convention in 2002. Only three of the organizations accepted to discuss with us.  The two of 
them reacted to our idea because they claimed that ESU was influenced by the market and by 
EU and that would be the end of public education. One of the organizations wanted to 
participate but they couldn’t prove that they were running under democratic procedures and 
they were not political oriented.” 
(Former member of Ministry of Education) 
 
 
“Some of the students wanted to participate but they felt that they betrayed the ideology of the 
organization” 
(Former member of the Ministry) 
 
According to the interviewees, the main challenge was that students cannot cooperate with 
each other which is a prerequisite in order to function as a union.  
Former ESU representatives claimed in the interviews that there are not many things that they 
can do from their side: 
“The ESU can support the decision to create a national student union and it can be a 
consulting body but we can’t take decisions.” 
        (Former member of ESU) 
“There is not a strict policy to approach countries that do not participate. It is not mandatory. 
We can only propose ideas if we are asked to do it.” 
        (Former member of ESU) 
“The ESU cannot do a lot. Greek stakeholders should promote the idea. “ 




From the above, one can conclude that ESU cannot do many things to approach the Greek 
student organizations if the latter are not willing to cooperate. They can support the ideas and 
the efforts to that direction, but Greek student organizations have to find on their own the way 
to change the current situation.  
Interviewees from the Greek part, have various suggestions. One of the former members of 
the Ministry suggested that students should change the situation and that the state should 
support this. Erasmus students, students who were studying abroad or students who have 
different ideas should promote the idea of an independent union.  
“Maybe Greek HE needs a legal framework. Maybe the state should say that is mandatory for 
students to create a National Union. But I don’t want to imagine the reactions.”  
(Former member of the Ministry of Education) 
 
The other member of the Ministry was not so optimistic: 
“I believe that nothing can change from students’ side. Or it’s really hard to happen. ESU in 
cooperation with Deans and the Ministry should organize an event or something similar, to 
invite students.” 
(Former member of the Ministry of Education) 
 
To conclude, the second question was about the efforts of the two sides, the Greek one and 
the side of ESU, to engage students with the idea of ESU. Both sides stated that many efforts 
have been done in the past, but the lack of cooperation among the student organization was 
the most important obstacle. Even when there were student organizations that are willing to 
participate, the ideology of the organization didn’t allow them to go further. 
The last question regarding the participation of students in ESU was assessing why they 
should participate. Most of the interviewees said that the first reason is that students are well-
informed about what is happening in the EHEA. They can exchange ideas and concerns, solve 




“Students have their own voice in Europe. ESU cannot changes many things in National level 
but it can be a supportive body” 
     (Greek, member of ESU from a foreign university) 
A former member of the Ministry of Education added: 
“Students who participate in the ESU could possibly be the future leaders of EHEA and 
national HEA. They have the knowledge to be members of organizations which deal with HE. 
Greek students miss this opportunity. They could create the HEA as the wanted but they 
actually cannot.” 
As we can see, students’ participation in ESU benefits not only universities and current 
students, but the participation of students in the organization seems to benefit the future life of 
students. Greek students miss the opportunity to participate and to benefit from that, a fact 
that seems to create disappointments on both the Greek and ESU’s side.  
5.3 Summary of the results 
Results show that even if the absence of a national union is the obvious reason for the non-
participation of Greece in ESU, the reasons why there is no union is more important and 
explains a lot about the non-participation. The biggest challenge for Greek student 
organizations is their political orientation and the lack of communication. These two problems 
caused the fact that Greece doesn’t have a NUS and thus it does not participate in ESU. 
Students participating in student organizations seem to be unable to move beyond their 
ideologies and cooperate at least concerning a possible involvement on the European level. 
They cannot agree on the various issues at hand and they cannot form a national union 
moving beyond political ideologies. 
At this point and after presenting the results, we can see that indeed student organizations in 
Greece are acting as social movements and not as interest groups and students who participate 
in them are mostly activists and don’t act as professionals, according to Klemenčič’s concept.  
It was especially interesting to see that the interviewees mentioned the lack of information or 
the lack of interest from the students’ side. That was the starting point of almost all interviews 
especially with the Greek interviewees. According to them, students who do not participate in 
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Greek student organizations seem not to have enough information about ESU and its potential 
benefits.  
Both sides, the Greek HE officials and ESU, seem to be willing to help to engage Greek 
student organizations with the idea of ESU and efforts have been made from both sides. Some 
of the student organizations were willing to cooperate but without changing their basic 
characteristics such as their political orientation. This doesn’t seem to be sufficient for being a 
member of ESU, as the potential Greek NUS needs to fulfill specific criteria.  
Regarding the solution of this issue, there were various ideas suggested by the interviewees, 
including introducing more state regulations and strengthening efforts from the side of ESU. 
Both sides recognized the benefits of ESU to both the national and European level and they 
confirmed that the Greek HE system and Greek students would benefit from their 
participation in it.  
The table below summarizes the main characteristics of ESU and of the Greek student 
organizations and concludes the outputs of their actions. 
Table 6: Characteristics and outputs  
 Greek student 
organizations/ Unions as 
social movements 
ESU/Union as interest 
group  
Organizational Structure Network-like 











Political Agenda Opposed to 
authority/opposed to state 
and its reforms 
Mirror government issues 
that influence students 
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From the above analysis can be understood that Greek student organizations follow the model 
of organizations as social movements whereas ESU is an organization that can be 
characterized as an interest group. The output of the action of Greek organizations is the 
absence of a NUSes and thus the non-participation in ESU. The interviewees mentioned the 
political orientation of the organizations and the lack of communication among student 
representatives as main reasons for this. At the same time, ESU seems to collaborate with EU 
bodies and exchange ideas trying to find solutions to the current issues concerning the EHEA. 
This creates a tension and contradictions between the Greek student organizations and ESU 




This thesis investigated student representation in Greece and why there is no link between the 
Greek student organizations and ESU.  
The higher education system in Greece faced several challenges in recent years. One of them 
is to try to follow-up on European initiatives stemming from the EHEA. Greece has 
implemented a part of the Bologna Process but still many things need to be done. Student 
organizations seem to be negative towards reforms and they often protested against policy 
changes by the state and European initiatives that might influence Greek universities.    
This study aimed to answer the questions why Greek student organizations do not participate 
in ESU, what efforts were made from the side of ESU and the Greek higher education 
officials to engage students with this idea of ESU, and what challenges these efforts faced.  
The research questions that were answered are: 
1. What is the situation of student participation in the Greek HE area regarding both 
the national and the European level? 
2. To what extent did the Greek government, national HE stakeholders and ESU try 
to engage students in Greece with the idea of ESU? 
3. What challenges did stakeholders in the Greek HE sector and ESU face trying to 
engage Greek student organizations with the concept of participation in ESU and 
what are their proposals in order to face them successfully?  
  
The answer to first question is that Greek students participate in student elections and are 
members of student organizations but they do not participate officially in any governing body 
regarding HE on the national level. Also, there is not a student union in which all students are 
members in.  So the obvious reason for the non-participation of Greece in ESU is that Greek 
students don’t have a NUS.  Regarding the second question, the interviewees stated that there 
were various attempts to inform students about ESU and also there were invitations to various 
events but Greek student organizations didn’t want to participate. Interviewees also stated that 
students were not willing to collaborate in order to create a union of students and participate 
in ESU. During the research and after the interviews, a different issue emerged as the 
underlying main problem of this situation and that is the issue of the political orientation of 
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Greek student organizations. The research confirms that the reason of non-participation is the 
unwillingness of student organizations to cooperate in order to create a national union and be 
members of ESU. This is mainly because they are strongly guided by different political 
ideologies. The general conclusion is that students do not cooperate and communicate due to 
their different political orientation. This does not allow them to establish a NUS and join 
ESU, which consequently weakens their role and position in national higher education policy 
debates. The issue of their political orientation has been addressed from all participants as the 
main reason.  
This opens the question, how this problem can potentially be overcome. Here the interviews 
suggested several options. One of them proposed that the state should take this issue seriously 
and try to disconnect students from the political parties. Furthermore, students need to be 
better informed about ESU and the potential benefits of having a NUSes through the Ministry 
as well as their higher education institutions. Even though the representatives of ESU always 
highlighted their willingness to support the Greek student movement, a more active 
collaboration between ESU and the ministry could provide the incentives needed for Greek 
students to overcome their political separation and allow them to create a unified student 
organization. 
The results of this study could help other researchers and HE stakeholders to better 
understand the effects of students’ political orientation on student organizations. Especially 
now that the topic of student activism is upon request in Greece, this kind of studies would 
help stakeholders to understand the main challenges that need to be overcome. Also, this 
study would help other countries with similar issues, to understand the challenges and try to 
find a strategy to change this situation. 
 Further research needs to be done on this issue in order to understand students’ reaction 
against the EU and EHEA and to overcome the difficulty of political orientation of student 
organizations. Also, further research should be done in order to investigate students’ 
perspective regarding the issue of participation on the European level.  This would lead to a 
broader picture of the problem and possibly would give answers to “hidden” sides. 
Furthermore, more comparative studies analyzing different countries would help to detect 
more general trends on problems related to the interplay of different types of student 
organizations. The participation of students in these research projects would give a different 
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perspective and possibly would lead to a different result thus I believe that it would be useful 
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1. Introduction  
• Short presentation of the project 
• Asking permission about recording the interview 
 
2.  Introduction interviewee (background, test recording): 
Greek stakeholders: 
• Role in the Ministry of Education 
• Relation with the topic 
ESU 
• Role in ESU (exact period) 
•Relation with the topic 
Greek student 
•Role in ESU 
•Relation with the topic 
Dean 
•Role in the University 
•Relation with the topic 
 
3. Main questions 
  •Opinion about student participation in national and European level (How would you 
describe students’ participation in national/European level?) 
  •Experiences related with the topic (Could you please tell me what is your experience related 
with ESU and Greek student organizations?) 
  •Opinion about ESU (What is your opinion about ESU as an organization? Pros/cons) 
  •Ideas for possible solutions (How these issues could be resolved?) 
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4. Asking for additional comments 
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